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Q. BAVE YOtl PREVlOVSLV TESTIFIED BEFORE TfIIS COMMISSION'

A No.

Q. WHAT IS TIll: P1J1lPOSJt 01' YOUR TE.$TIMONY'

A. 10"dd' =Jtlmony to addN&8 oertain i,.... relatiDa to me collocatioD. ofremote

teaImOlol)' within tile ecJ1tft1 offices of:&.USouth.= iu\afe1JUi"1 to the east

Q.. PLEAS!. PROVIDE A BlUE'" DESCRIPTION OF nUL BUSINESS OF

MGC..

A. MOC M• Nevada Corpol'lli~oraanizeci in 1995, and doing b1Jlinea iD dI. Sta&hI

of Nevada u "'NcvTBL". Moe i:I certificated in Qcorp.. NCV8da CId UliDois.

md hal oerdfic:ate Ippl.icatiODS peDcIiAI in the Swes of Calif'ami, FlOlida., and

MuacbUleO&. MOC baa a sicncd~cmqrcemen1. in. NC'lada with

Sprbu. la Oecqia and Nanh c..o1i.D& wLth BollSoutb, iD. IlJJn.cia with AmcriUlc;b,

sad ill CIIlifomu with OTE aM PK ~a1.1. In OeDral- the intttCQJmectlOll

IIft'8I'ml bu Oem IIpprOved. 'by Ihaeommiuion. NcgotilotiCmJ ate virtullly

campi_ witl1 Sprint iZllWnob mel ha'Vc 'becG comm=ecd with NYNBX in

M. =in....... Bell At111Dtic mPeansylvaDia. sac iD Texu, N1d US West in

Ari2oIIa. Mac bM beeD pmvi4ina8Cl"Vioe lD. the SUIle ofNey" .me.

NO'YeDl1N=r, 19M. OD both taciliti. eDd lOI81. b..... In the Lu Veeu azote. MOC

cut.reIllly" apPrOXImately 13,000 Hnes 2ft scrmc.. In Atlanta. the .*itoh 1a

opeaadcmal. aDd~ expect to M able to provide Nf'Vtoe by October.

Q. ROW DOES MGC DEPLOY EQUIPMENT FOR ITS SDVJCE

OI'l'ERlNG'
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A. MGC wUI COImDenoe MrYloe~uah ..buUdma tI hie pL'll'ChalCd in the: To(;O

Hilla area. It baa 8CiClWnd uad iDstaIIed .. Nortel OMS 500 Swlt~b. rr. network

will be timiJIr ID 1D0it~QIto that currClJdy deployed In its Nevada

opeaEioG. f-.mriaa the Nonol DMS SOO switch. used In cam'biaa1ion witb

colloca1llcS tec1mology to oomplele Ita netWOrk. MGC do.. QOC inl2M to~o1.

a~ ""sport~~ Elllher intends to .... iU. tre:DJpOtt nccd.l

d1rouP exJ.tinl flctlidM. By virtue otits eolJocatio.,~ with

BeJlSouth. MaC iii iIJ. the prooeu ofcoUoe:atiJlg in the wire centa'llac8ted in

cm1r&l oftica with colloeated tee!mology Within the tIeXt 12 months.

Q. WHAT ,qUE DOES MGC SEEK TO ADDRESS IN THIS DOCXET~

A.. To the cxtcz1l \hal. U1i.s proceodiDa will addrels !ssue! mated to tbe cost of

colloeat1OD, MOC would n:spocU'ul1y request tha1 this Commission review not

only the COR buis for tho .....SnlCnt,~ffees I..IIOC1ated wtth the ccmstruc:tion of

eollacm:io.,~ but aim the manner 1D whkb co11oc&tioD .pa:e ~ de.Ilpcd. aM

built. Spec:Ulrany~BellSouth cutnatlyreq~ that collocatioa spKO be

~~_willi .. tWly-wallcci cmcIoS1n. Thb prooedure is much more

exteali'VC, and man expeIUlVC tbIm1be prooed.utes usod in otbarjurildi~

For~ in c.H!omia. phyaical CJOUooa1iOI1 II acao.mpJimecI (with both GTE

aDd Pae &elI) via .. wire cage. This cqe provides adequate IeCUl'ity, aad j~

OOWl~ ooUaoatiOD~ fOl' MOC i.D Buddaaad., Dunwoody, lad Sandy SpriDp

it $317,221.00. 1bi. pea MOC the capacity to IMXeQ oaly 2.000 tiDes PM

J
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ccDtral o:ttiae.. We believe that Be11Sollth's adherence 10 &hae umca.,.

COMtrueti= l'eq\IiNmenu IC!cb Dc:cdlea ud aUltant1aI eddltlcm8l cos( 10 DeW

marlee! -aam.a, weh sa MOC.

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOlJR TESTJN.ONYl

A. Yet, it does.

..
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

BRIEF AND PROPOSED ORDER
OF THE ADVOCATE STAFF

In re:
Review of Cost Studies, Methodologies,
and Cost-Based Rates for Interconoection
and Unbundling of BeUSouth
Telecommunications Services

)
)
)
)
)

Docket No. 7061-U

RECEIVED
"\C~; 1\ 1 1997

INTRODUCTION
r"c.XE.r'I'lll\l( .:::t:1'"'LJCTAR" yl. l." l ..1 _ '"J f" l- ' .

G.P.S.C
The Georgia Public Service Commission's ("Commission") Advocate Staff ("Staff") submits

the following brief and proposed order, containing the Staff's recommendations for rates to be

applied to BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.'s ("BellSouth") interconnection and unbundling

including the unbundled network elements, non-recurring charges, collocation, and access to poles,

ducts, conduits and rights-of-way.

In summary, the Staff recommends the use of BellSouth's TELRIC Calculator cost model

with specific adjustments. These adjustments include a lower cost of capital, lower depreciation

rates, slightly higher fill factors, a corrected loop sample, and moving certain shared costs from non-

recurring charges to recurring rates. The Staff's recommended adjustments result in a 2-wire analog

unbundled loop recurring (monthly) rate ofS16.51. The Staff's recommended non-recurring charge

associated with the 2-wire analog loop is $42.54, plus a separate disconnection charge of Sll.00 that

would be payable ifand when the CLEC asks for disconnection of the loop. The Staff recommends

removal ofBellSouth's proposed Residual Recovery Requirement.

Docket No. 7061-U
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The Staff also recommends review of the proposed ass cost recovery amounts, and any further

review of the associated rate design, after BellSouth has implemented the long-term electronic

interfaces that are currently projected for completion by December 1997.

Specifically, the Staffrecomrnends an initial charge of $200 per CLEC, arid a monthly charge

of $550.00 per CLEC, for the use of electronic interfaces. The monthly $550.00 charge would

include up to 1,000 orders. There should also be an additional monthly charge of $110.00 per

thousand orders above the first 1,000. There would be no ass charge within the per-order service

(non-recurring) charge.

C. CoUocation

The parties presented sharply differing views regarding collocation costs. In particular, the

parties debated the construction and costs for space preparation which BellSouth proposed should

be handled on an "Individual Case Basis" ("ICB") with individually negotiated charges. BellSouth

proposed that a CLEC submit an inquiry, and then a BellSouth planner will verify the floor plan, and

confer with the Network Capacity Management department about the projected two-year growth of

BellSouth equipment. Collocators have the option of providing for their own two-year growth by

requesting or reserving this additional space with their Bona Fide Firm Order. The planner will

consider the ingress I egress so that, optimally, CLECs can reach their space without passing through

BellSouth equipment space. (Redmond Surrebuttal at 8-9.) The potential collocating CLEC would

subsequently submit a Bona Fide Firm Order along with a fee, and pay half of the quoted charges

Docket No. 7061-U
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prior to occupying the physical collocation space. The remaining half of the charges would be due

within 30 days thereafter.

AT&T/MCI witness Crockett criticized BellSouth's collocation methods and procedures,

particularly with respect to the construction ofphysical collocation space. For example, using wire

mesh rather than gypsum as BellSouth proposed yields substantial cost savings. Mr. Crockett pointed

out that a number of ILECs throughout the rest of the country, such as Bell Atlantic, are allowing

and already have built collocation enclosures using wire mesh, without any apparent safety or

transmission problems. (Crockett Rebuttal at 9.) MGC witness English also testified that physical

collocation is accomplished in California (with both GTE and Pac Bell) via a wire cage. (English

Direct at 3.)

AT&T and MCI also sponsored a Collocation Model to detennine the investment and

operating costs that would be incurred by an efficient ILEC to provide collocated space in a central

office, using forward-looking technology that is currently available. This Collocation Model

recognized that it would be most efficient for ILECs to locate space for multiple collocators together,

but that large blocks of space are unlikely to be available within a central office or may be located

several floors away from the existing ILEC cross-connect systems. AT&T/MCI witness Klick

testified that the Collocation Model assumes designing and equipping of a 550-square foot area that

would provide four lOO-square foot collocation areas. (Klick Direct at 9.)

AT&TIMCI's Collocation Model does not include the costs of retrofitting the central office

to meet asbestos removal or ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) requirements, nor other costs

associated with repairing or remodeling existing building space, on the basis that such costs would

Docket No. 7061-U
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not be consistent with the forward-looking, least-cost approach. Its "Central Office Model Layout"

assumes the central office is equipped with an automated security card reading system. The

investment required to construct the collocation space was separated into three categories: (1) assets

shared by the four potential CLEC coUocators and the ILEC~ (2) assets shared by the four potential

collocators but not the ILEC~ and (3) assets used exclusively by one CLEC. The total cost for

collocation space depends upon the requirements for elements such as connectivity, usage ofpower,

and number ofcages required by a CLEC at a particular location. For example, a CLEC may request

a combination of copper connectivity such as voice grade and DS-l (DSX), or only voice grade

service. Mr. Klick testified that it would be inaccurate to sum aU ofthe recurring costs to arrive at

a grand total, because several alternative costs are presented for elements such as Power Delivery and

Circuitry" He presented the resuhs ofthe Collocation Model for Georgia as a printout in his Exhibit

JCK-2, and the electronic version of the model itself on diskette as his Exhibit JCK-3. (Klick Direct

at 9-11.)

BellSouth witness Redmond disagreed with several aspects of the Collocation Model

sponsored by AT&T and MCI. She descnDed it as assuming a new urban central office designed for

up to 150,000 lines, with 36,000 square feet in the form ofthree 12,000-square foot equipment floors

plus a below-ground cable vault. In addition there would be 3,000 square feet on each floor, and an

entire basement, for building support and administrative offices. This would equate to 15,000 squal~

feet for four floors totaling 60,000 gross square feet. She noted that the model proponents maint.1m

that such an office is consistent with facilities that have been constructed within the past five y~a1\

(Redmond Surrebuttal at 3-4.)
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Ms. Redmond argued that such a model central office is not a realistic representation of

BellSouth urban central offices, stating that no new urban central offices have been built in Georgia

in over five years. She stated that BellSouth urban central offices are typically very large facilities

that were built when telecommunications switches required greater footprints of floor space. The

more space-efficient switches of today does leave large amounts of space, but as large pockets of

space have come available that space has been renovated for use as administrative offices. Ms.

Redmond explained that BellSouth' s method of planning physical collocation space differs from the

Collocation Model sponsored by AT&T and MCI. (Redmond Surrebuttal at 5-6.)

In particular, Ms. Redmond argued that the Collocation Model is not practical for real

collocation arrangements for various reasons. She testified that only a very few CLECs, to date, have

placed Bona Fide Finn Orders for physical collocation arrangements of 100 square feet (18.4

percent). She recognized that the model could easily be converted to two 10-foot by 20-foot cages

with a center aisle, allowing for another 44.9 of the CLECs, but asserted that the model would not

work for the remaining 36.7 percent of the collocators at all. Ms. Redmond also asserted that the

model's placement ofthe POT bay and BDFB's in the center aisle is not practical. BeIlSouth believes

that one large, commonly shared collocation space is more practical and economical for such reasons

as the sharing ofHVAC, lighting, alarms, controls, electrical distribution, etc. Therefore BellSouth

concludes that the facilities and the spaces within them are so unique that individual planners should

carefully evaluate each facility upon inquiry, for the best overall plan. (Redmond Surrebuttal at 6-7 )

Ms. Redmond also testified that out of191 central offices in Georgia, only 45 have electronic

security card systems as the Collocation Model assumes, because they cost $10,000 per door. This
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is why placing collocation areas in space where ingress / egress renovations are minimal is very

important to BellSouth's planning process. (Redmond Surrebuttal at 9.)

In addition, whereas the Collocation Model refers to competitive bidding for reducing

construction costs, BellSouth does not bid collocation projects because that would unduly lengthen

the time frame for meeting a Bona Fide Firm Order for physical collocation. Contracts with several

CLECs and at least one state commission provide that this time frame will be as short as 90 days

maximum; therefore, Ms. Redmond stated, projects to construct physical collocation arrangements

must be negotiated with general contractors under a BellSouth master agreement. She explained that

samples of projects below $100,000 were submitted to multiple contractors in Florida, Louisiana,

North Carolina and South Carolina for bids. The result was the guarantee ofcost plus a percentage

lower than standard for jobs ofthis size on negotiated projects below $100,000. This figure was then

used to negotiate the same deal with contractors in the other five BellSouth states, including Georgia.

Projects of over $100,000 are always bid unless time is a factor, in which casethe project will be

negotiated under the cost-plus agreement just mentioned.. When time is a factor in very large projects

(for example, one million dollars), the master agreement includes negotiating the cost-plus fee down

as low as 4 percent. BeUSouth believes that this process is cost-efficient and provides assurance,

through repetition with a small number of contractors, a technical proficiency for working in

BellSouth facilities. (Redmond Surrebuttal at 9-11.)

Ms. Redmond also took issue with AT&T and MCl's use of the R.S. Means data book for

building construction costs. She agreed that it is perhaps the best estimating tool of its type on the

market, but cautioned that it must be used in the proper context. Using a "mean" number when
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estimating can be misleading and can be skewed from reality, she testified; although BellSouth uses

the RS. Means occasionally, it does so only when data from previous jobs or from contractor

invoices and estimates are not available. (Redmond Surrebuttal at 12.) Ms. Redmond also criticized

the AT&TIMCI approach to barriers and enclosure walls, and testified that BellSouth must use

precautionary measures during construction and ensure safety through the placement of a gypsum

board wall with rigid security fencing at the top to separate BellSouth equipment spaces from

collocators' equipment spaces. BellSouth will use the same wall, minus the security fencing, to

separate the collocators from each other when an enclosure is requested. Ms. Redmond specifically

criticized the use of wire mesh fencing on the basis that it would be too easy for a maintenance

worker to contact the wire fence. Further, she argued that CLECs should bear such costs as those

associated with the Americans with Disabilities Act, demolition and asbestos removal when necessary,

code-required upgrades, etc. Ms. Redmond concluded that the construction and the costs

represented by BellSouth's estimates are fair and reasonable, and will compensate BellSouth for the

legitimate expenses incurred when preparing space for physical collocation. (Redmond Surrebuttal

at 14-16, 17-20.)

DiscHssion

The Staffnotes that BellSouth's cost proposal for the construction of space enclosures is $45

per square foot. However, BellSouth proposed an Individual Case Basis ("ICB") for space

preparation, which the Staff submits is an obstacle to competition because it introduces unnecessary

uncertainty into the process ofobtaining physical collocation. This represents a significant economic

baIrier to physical collocation, and ultimately facilities-based competition. Both the Georgia Act and
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the 1996 Act indicate strong legislative goals offostering greater competition, especially facilities-

based competition. On the other hand, the AT&TIMCI Collocation Model assumes that the CLEC

will not bear any space preparation charge, which does not appear to be reasonable. Therefore the

Staff recommends that a specific, albeit reasonable charge be adopted for space preparation to

encourage physical collocation.

In order to develop a reasonable space preparation charge on a per-foot basis, the Stafffinds

it reasonable to review the actual experience of a CLEC, specifically MGC. MGC witness English,

President ofMGC's eastern region, presented testimony showing that the combined cost for space

preparation for three Atlanta metropolitan locations (Buckhead, Dunwoody, and Sandy Springs)

total $317,221. Thus the average space preparation fee per location is $105,740. (English Direct

at 3.) BellSouth's collocation agreements on file with the Commission reflect that MGC has

purchased 100 square feet per central office. This yields an average cost of$1057.40 per square foot

for space preparation.

There should be an ability for CLEC to construct a wire cage, at the CLEC's option.

Therefore a CLEC should not be limited to the gypsum (plywood) as proposed by BellSouth. The

same rates should apply to either the wire cage or gypsum (plywood).

The Staff concludes that a reasonable specific charge of $100 per square foot should be

adopted for space preparation. This is also in line with BeUSouth's $45 per square foot charge for

space enclosure construction.

The Staffs proposed $100 per square foot space preparation charge must be correlated to

the actual enclosed collocation space. When a CLEC submits an application for physical collocation.
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the initial minimum amount of space should be 100 square feet, and extra space should be calculated

in 50-square foot increments.

D. Rates for Access to Poles. Ducts. Conduits. and Rigbts-of-Way

The parties recognized that the FCC has established formulas for computing the appropriate

rates. The FCC rate for pole rental is currently $4.20. BellSouth submitted information on its

computations supporting a higher rate (up to approximately $20), but indicated that it would not seek

approval for such a higher rate at this time.

Discussion

The Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the current rate according to the FCC

formula, which produces a pole rental rate of$4.20.

IV. CONCLUSION

The Advocate Staff requests the Commission to consider the recommendations contained in

this Briefand Proposed Order to establish appropriate rates for the interconnection and unbundling

ofthe telecommunications services ofBellSouth in Georgia. The Staft" s recommendations are based

upon careful review ofwhich adjustments to the cost studies are the most appropriate. Adoption of

these recommendations as a whole will result in a balanced set of rates and charges for BellSouth· ..

interconnection and unbundled network elements.
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February 5, 1997

Mr. Marcel Hemy
GcnuI1 Manager
Tbrec Ravinia. Drive, Founh Floor
Atlanta, QA 30346

Dear Marcel:

I mentioned tJW. morning aI breakfast that I would set back to you today conc:en:tiDg 1be Wast
Memphis. A.tkan.sas maltCf cnn1ined in your January 31. 1997 I~. I believe the fullcwiat
iuformlltion elaborates on our convmation ofthis mominI. &Del wiD UIist your WIdentaDdiDI of
BellSOUIh's position.

Be1lSouth confinned yemrday \Vim Marvin Thomuon ofSouthwesllm Bell that biI CDCDpqy in
fact will lequire an intercozmectian qreemem widl MClm bcfQre tarmi"';ac tnfIic in Well
Memphis as you requcst. By tetra faxed on lanuuy 27~ 1997, to Mr. Willy Schmidt ofMClID,
BeJISouth provided Mr. Thomason~s name as Southwestern's contact. Mr. T1unnasan also
iadiwed. that Southwestern's pIOposcd agteemtQt was pracutcd to CO\mSCl mr MClm ill Dallas,
Texas on Friday, January 31, 1997. The nl&otiatioD ohuch III agRemCnt is af course a mder
betweon Southwutem aad Melro, bat until ~b an lpoecmcnt is in place or BclISOUIb il
ordered to do so by the Tenm:ssce Regulatory Authority (TR.A). it CIIIDOl aeee= to your
clcmand.

AclditioDally. the p8Itial agreement bIf.ween ge1lSauth aDd Met does not obJipte 8ellSoudl CO
terminate traffic to amnhec telecommuniCllions c:ampmy. That qreaDmt piOvidcs Car ccddivtry
oftramc to be terminated. OQ each party'! local network so lb:al custaaaers ofeit!H:r PIItY haw the
ability to leach~manoftha~ party.It SiJuz a ,utemal' in 1b& West Malpbil excbInae
it not a CUStOmer ofBeUSouth, BellSouth is not required to deliver the traffic to a eustamer in
that excbanae.

At such time as MCIm abI1~ enter into ani~ qreemaa. Of BellSouth
i, advised thai Southwestem hal changed its pcgiri01llDd wiD accept MClm IrUfic without such
an lpeement, OJ the TR.A orden BeIlSouth to ee.ccpr1hc t.crmiJ1atiq tmfIIe, die Pttt:ia1
Agrten1e:nt 5e1! forth the charges usaciated with BellSoudt provi.c&& an iJdamediary tuncdon.
Specifically, Section IV provicks as follows:

Ifeither patty provides iDrmucdiary mtdcm switchiDc U2d tnmsport services
t4f the other partyS COISMCtion ofits end user to a local enG \IICI' of ... IU1
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incurubent independent local exchan&e telecommuoicatiODl compmy .- the
put)' pcd'orming die intermediary funcQon wiU bill a per min- cmrp of
s.oos in Florida and S.OO2 in all other staleS .....

The f'ongoing does not oblipre BeUSouth to provide intenMCtiary taadcm switebiJlC &ad
tJ.'8DSPOrt services. Rather, it merely sets forth the rateS to be applied wbm those functions are
pmvidecL

Finally, IS W8 di~d.lbe1i.cve you mi.sundmtDod BellSGU1b.'s IaQJities i,sue wme" you haye
incomctly labeled iD your leaa as a "lpUrioua claim". BollSouth does~ cWm to haw
"illCuft1cient eapKity" to handle such trafftc. Be:U.!oU1b has auaupw co cxpJa to MClJD that
~ connec:Uon bet'Wl!q SOuUlwestem and BellSoutb for local trlftic b.cwua Memphis ad West
Memphis is at the local taDdGm level. IntcrCOD!1octiOQ between BellSCNSh ami MClm is II

geUSoU!h's toU tandem which is eCOIli!Phically separate Jhun the loc;a1 UII1dcm.

Currently, famlitiea INfticieat to a.cc;ommodzte Mer, tenninatil\; local tnt& to West Memphis
do not exist between the two tImdem.s. fuse facilities tID be mstl1led ODCC MClm BDd
South'M:$1Cm have uegotiatecllll intem)~tion agreement. lSeuniuc sucb qrec:mam daes nat
ultim.te'Y provide for complete byPaSS ofBelJSoush for such tnfIic.

I hope this cllrifia BeUSCNth'. t!UnkiDg in this iDstulce. I abo appeeciale you. WaJly ad Dtry1a
tIddag the. time ro meet this momiDg.

SiDcerely, .
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January 31, 1997

Mr. Mart L. Feid1er
Presidezrt, IDtmCoaDection SeMces
BeDSouth Te1ecommunicatioaa, Inc.
5_4511
67S West Peachm:e Street. N.E.
A1Ianta, Georgia 30375

The purpose of t1Ua leu.u is to iDsiat t1w Be11Sautb. punuant to ScctiaD N ofthe Bel1South
MCIm Agra:meIlt datlCd May 13. 1996, i"""Cldiatlly bqi:a. providiDa UIIISit md tllbSpOl't
services far 1rI.ft'ic from the MCIm switch in Mempbis, Tm= !! to eDd ascn of Sowhwestan
Bell in West Memphis, Arbnsu.

1be 1auDch ofMCIm local services bas been delayed due 10 BellSouth'1 refUsal to provide such
tnusit services in clear violation of the AgrecmcnL

Morcow:r, traffic to West Memphis is local tl'3ffic as that tt:rm is defined in Sectioa ID..A oltbB
qrccmmt. Local trdIc~ludes the exclPnge of traffic (Xl BellSouth's Eneaded Area Service,
f.x1=ded CaDina Scniaa auG other toll substnute call rauteI. 1bc flow of traffic bdwCCD
BeIlSouthad Sowhwestan Bell betwecD Memphis and West MeiilCris is within a BeUSouU1.
Exu:nded Ca11iDa Sc:rvicc area.

BeU.sOUdl bas used U ID excuse DOt to provide the tr.mIit IDd l:lilDS{XXt savicc:s n:questcci the
fact that South",wau Bd1 has stated it 9Iill QOC KCept such traffic umil MOm met
Souchwatem Bell execute m inb:iiCOCJDtCtion agreement.H~.~Bell has
informal Met that it is BcUSouth wbo has made this I~ not Southwestem Bell

1bere is ablolutdy DO justification for BellSouth's refusal to provide tnmsit and InDsport of
MCIm uafIic &am Memphis toWest. Memphis and band off $UCh traffic to Soudxwutaa Bell
just as it does its owu..

This purporb:ld rqp.datcry CODCaU falls on the: Iu:e1s of a spurious cWm that tb&:re is iusufficicDt
capacity at the BeUSouth tmdcm to hmdle the MChn tr2ffk.~ Sd1Soudl baa DOW admittl:d tho
MCIm nftic is merely I S\lb$titution ofexisting BcllSouth traffic aDd that thel'e is no increase in
traffic and therefore no~ty problem.
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BeliSouth's failun: to live up to the terms of the Agrf;emCDt his ineMusably deLayed the launch
afMers Memphis switch. AA & direct result ofthis delay I MCI is suiferiDa and will continue to
suffer sipificam damages. I therefore request that BeUSouth cake immediate action to remedy
WI situation by c:oiDpleting the West Memphis ca1l.t. 1am confident that BellSouth will tab the
appropriate ItCpI in this regud. In the event that BenSouth refuaca to comply with its obligatioas
UDder the AgRcmcm, however, MC will be forced to tab &ppi0Jli i&tc lqa1 action.
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BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF JERRY W. MOORE

BEFORE THE NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. P-55, SUB 1022

AUGUST 5, 1997

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME. ADDRESS AND POSITION WITH

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. (BELLSOUTH).

My name is Jerry W. Moore. My business address is 675 West

Peachtree Street, Room 3J39, Atlanta, GA 30375. I am a Director in

the Interconnection Operations Department of BellSouth

Telecommunications Inc. ("BeIlSouth"). In this position I am

responsible for competitive neutrality as measured through

performance measurements.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE.

1attended Jacksonville University, Jacksonville, Florida. 1have 32

years of experience with BeliSouth. I have held numerous positions in

BellSouth in Network in Network Operations.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSIOl'. ~

No.

-1-
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Recommended UNE Provisioning Targets

~ellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
NeUe Docket No. P-S5, Sub 1022

Exhibit JWM-D
Page 1 of2

Quantity Targeted Installation Interval
(in business days)

UNBUNDLED LOOPS

3 2 Wire analog voice grade loop 1 • 5 5

6·14 7

15 + Ice

4 4 Wire analog voice grade loop 1 • 5 5

6·14 7

15 + Ice

5 4 Wire OS1 & PRI digital loop 1 . 5 5

6·14 7

15 + Ice

6 2 Wire ISDN digital loop 1 ·5 4

6·14 5

15 Ice

7 ADSL • 2 Wire asymmetrical digital sUbscriber line loop 1 • 14 30

15 + ICB

8 HDSL - 2 wire & 4 wire high bit rate digital subscriber line loop 1 • 14 30

15 + ICB

LOOP CONCENTRATION (Inside Plant)

9 Loop channeljzation system 1 90

10 Central Office Channel Interfaces 2Wire voice 1 30

11 Central Office Channel Interfaces 4 Wire voice 1 30

SUB LOOPS (Outside Plant)

12 Loop Feeder 1 30

13 Loop Concentration (dependent on equipment and rIght of way) 1 30-90

NETWORK INTERFACE DEVICE (NIO)

23 NID TO NID Cross Connect 2 wire 1 ·14 5

~ 5 i- iCe

24 NID To NID Cross Connect 4 wire ' .14 5

. S • ICB

25 NID Spare Capacity 1·14 5

15 + Ice

OPEN AIN (OAIN)
-

26 OAIN tool kit 1 4~

---27 OAIN service management system 1 ~
-



dellSouth Telecommun!~ations,Inc.
NCUC Docket No. P-55, Sub 1022

Exhibit JWM-D
Page 2 of2

Recommended UNE Provisioning Targets

Quantity Targeted Installation Interval
(in business days)

CCS7 SIGNALING TRANSPORT SERVICE

28 A-Link Signaling 1 60

29 D-Link Signaling 1 60

30 STP - Signaling Transfer Point 1 60

UNBUNDLED INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT

31 Interoffice Transport Analog line grade 1 30

32 Interoffice Transport DSO 1 30

33 Interoffice Transport DS1 1 30

34 Interoffice Transport DS3 1 30

O/S AND DA UNEs

Operator Call Processing. OPCH. FACH. BLV. EI, ECT 1 30

Operator Call Processing - Facility Based OPCH. FACH. ECT 1 30

Operator Call Processing· Facility Based BLV. EI 1 30

Directory Assistance Access Service (DAAS) 1 30

Directory Assistance Call Completion (DACC) 1 30

Directory Assistance Number Services Intercept (DANS!) 1 30

Directory Assistance Transport 1 30

Directory Assistance Database Service (DADS) 1 30

Direct Access to DA service (DADAS) 1 30

DIGITAL CROSS CONNECT

35 DCS1fO 1 7

36 DCS 311 1 7

37 DCS 3/0 1 7

38 CUSTOMIZED CALL ROUTING (Selective Routing - LCC)

1·5 LCC ~ . 5 30
,..

6- 25 LCC 0) • 25 60

>25LCC ~5 .. ICB

UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING

39 2Wire analog line port 1 - 10 3 --
j' ·25 4 I
:5 • ICB 1

140 Hunting I 5

41 2 Wire analog DID trunk port , ·10 5
_..

11 - 25 6

25 + ICB
-

42 2 Wire ISDN digital line side port 1 - 10 5

11 -25 6

25 + Ica
- --- ._,----
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1

2

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

380

3 In re: Consideration of ) Docket No. 960786-TL
BellSouth Telecommunications, )

4 Inc. 's entry into interLATA )
services pursuant to Section 271 )

5 of the Federal )
Telecommunications Act of 1996. )

6 )

7

8

9

10

FIRST DAY - MID AFTERNOON SESSION

VOLUME 4

Pages 380 through 568

11
PROCEEDINGS:

12
BEFORE:

13

14

15
DATE:

16
TIME:

17
PLACE:

18

19

20 REPORTED BY:

21 APPEARANCES:

HEARING

JULIA L. JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN
SUSAN F. CLARK, COMMISSIONER
J. TERRY DEASON, COMMISSIONER
DIANE K. KIESLING, COMMISSIONER
JOE GARCIA, COMMISSIONER

Tuesday, September 2, 1997

Commenced at 9:00 a.m.

Betty Easley Conference Center
Room 148
4075 Esplanade Way
Tallahassee, Florida

Lisa Girod Jones, RPR, RMR

22

23

24

25

(As heretofore noted.)



1

2

3 NAME

4 ROBERT C. SCHEYE

I N D E X

WITNESSES

381

PAGE NO.

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Direct Examination by Ms. White
Prefi1ed Direct Testimony Inserted
Prefi1ed Rebuttal Testimony Inserted
Cross Examination by Ms. Kaufman
Cross Examination by Mr. Willingham
Cross Examination by Mr. Melson

383
386
480
555
562
564


